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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicants arguments filed 24 January 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that McCoy and Gordon fail to teach "a central site system 
utilizing a plurality of designated control parameters as tunable limits, including uplink 
parameters, scheduler parameters, and storage parameters fortuning distribution of 
digital media data to the remote sites, as recited in varying form by the applicant in 
independent claims 1 and 8," see applicant's remarks on pg. 10, second paragraph. 

The examiner disagrees; McCoy teaches a distribution system sending 
multimedia content and control information to remote downlink facilities via satellite 
transmissions (col. 4, II. 55-60), wherein the control information sent via a satellite 
equates to a parameters as tunable limits, in that the control information is clearly tuned 
(in that sending data over satellites requires a modulated data carrier in order.to 
effectively transmit the information). Gordon is introduced to teach that other forms of 
parameters are known in the art, such as storage parameters, in that Gordon teaches 
computing storage space on each of the devices (which is clearly a storage parameter) 
inter alia (col. 5, II. 44-61). 

It is recognized that the applicant argues that "a plurality of control parameters 
are provided that allow tuning of distribution in a DMD according to particular 
transmission needs... More particularly, data storage, scheduling, and uplink 
components are tuned through the control parameters," (see applicant's remarks pg. 8, 
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last paragraph - pg. 9, first paragraph). The examiner additionally recognizes this 
distinctions but notes that the claimed "tunable limits" could be construed as argued by 
the applicant, but are given their broadest reasonable interpretation in the art, which is a 
"limits that can be tuned," in that the claims fail to positively recite the details as argued. 

The applicant argues that the examiner points to Gordon's asset management 
system as evidence of the benefit of using highly customized asset managements in the 
video distribution systenii the examiner disagrees; Gordon is using highly customized 
asset management in a video distribution system, which is clearly a benefit of using the 
system. The applicant has not advanced an argument to counter the examiner's 
allegation. 

The applicant further argues that "for McCoy, the data is already transmitted and 
received by the remote site before storage considerations are made. Such activity not 
only does not disclose a central site utilizing storage parameters for controlling 
distribution of digital media data (i.e. data that is yet to be received), it teaches away 
from such utilization." (see remarks pg. 9, last paragraph - pg. 10, first paragraph). The 
examiner disagrees; in that the claims fail to recite any limitation discussing the order of 
the data. Additionally, there is no evidence other than the assumed usage of the 
system that it may teach away and the examiner notes that there is no explicit teaching 
away in the reference for this limitation. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,526,575 to McCoy et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,920,700 to 
Gordon et al. 

Regarding Claim 1, McCoy discloses a digital media distributor (Col. 4, 
Lines 9-32) with tunable control of digital media data transmission comprising a 
distribution network in the form of a satellite connection to at least one downlink 
facility (See Figure 1 and Col. 4, Lines 9-13) and a central site system (100). The 
central site system utilizes a plurality of designated control parameters as tunable 
limits including uplink parameters such as broadcasting format (Col. 4, Lines 44- 
51) and scheduling parameters such as weighting and priority of resources and 
custom programming schedules (Col. 9, Lines 24-35, Col. 10, Lines 25-60 and 
Col. 12, Lines 19-30) for controlling distribution of digital media data. The at least 
one remote downlink facility (106) as stated above reads on the claimed plurality 
of remote site servers for receiving digital media data transmissions from the 
central site server via the distribution network according to the designated control 
parameters. What is not disclosed, however, is a central site system utilizing 
storage parameters. Gordon discloses an asset management system (See 
Figure 2) using a schedule manager for distributing assets in an interactive 
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television system (Col. 4, Lines 38-39). Gordon further discloses allocating 
resources based on available storage space, population of overused or unused 
assets, and available capacity of the transmission line (Col. 5, Lines 45-61) in 
order to copy or delete an asset. Various weighting factors are used to determine 
trends (Col. 7, Lines 43-67). These weights and other parameters used to 
determine if an asset should be copied or deleted read on the claimed tunable 
storage parameters. Gordon is evidence that ordinary workers in the art would 
recognize the benefit of using highly customized asset management in a video 
distribution system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the system of McCoy 
with the storage parameters of Gordon in order to save disk space and network 
bandwidth by copying or deleting assets based on their usage and priority. 

Regarding Claim 6, McCoy in view of Gordon disclose a system as stated 
above in Claim 1 . Gordon further discloses deleting an asset based on a usage 
determination and a weighting or priority as stated above. This reads on the 
claimed retention period limits. Such weights and "non-use" periods (Col. 8, Lines 
41-60) read on the claimed value limits. 

Regarding Claim 7, McCoy in view of Gordon disclose a system as stated 
above in Claim 6. McCoy further discloses custom schedules for particular 
downlink facilities (Col. 10, Lines 53-60). This channel lineup data reads on the 
claimed playlist entries. 

Regarding Claim 8, see Claim 1 above. 
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4. Claims 2-3 and 9-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over McCoy et al. in view of Gordon et al. and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,253,079 to Valentine et al. 

Regarding Claim 2, McCoy in view of Gordon disclose a system as stated 
above in Claim 1 . What is not disclosed, however, is that the uplink parameters 
relate to transmission limits, value limits and time window limits. Valentine 
discloses a satellite-based network optimization system (Col. 5, Lines 9-25) that 
monitors load thresholds (Col. 5, Lines 33-48) to determine if a connection 
should be accepted or rejected. These load thresholds read on the claimed 
transmission limits. Further, these are expressed in percentage values (such as 
75% allocation), which read on value limits. When a threshold is reached, a 
retransmission time period is established based on the current satellite resource 
load (Col. 5, Lines 49-67). This time period reads on the claimed time window 
limits. Valentine is evidence that ordinary workers in the art would appreciate the 
ability to a utilize various limits to control utilization of a satellite. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the system of McCoy in view of Gordon with the 
tunable limits of Valentine in order to share resources on a satellite in a fair 
manner to prevent overloading. 

Regarding Claim 3, McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of 
Valentine disclose a system as stated above in Claim 2. Valentine discloses a 
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time window wait period for transmission as stated above. This reads on the 
claimed uplink broadcast interval. 

Regarding Claim 9, see Claim 2 above. 

Regarding Claim 10, McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of 
Valentine disclose a system as stated above in Claim 9. Gordon further discloses 
determining the popularity of an asset based on its usage (Col. 5, Lines 45-62) 
as well as an expiration time (Col. 6, Lines 40-43) for determining when an asset 
is to be deleted (Col. 8, Lines 41-60). These settings read on the claimed 
retention period limits. 

Regarding Claims 1 1 and 12, see Claim 2 above. 

Regarding Claim 13, McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of 
Valentine disclose a system as stated above in Claim 9. Valentine further 
discloses a time window wait period for transmission as stated above. This reads 
on the claimed uplink broadcast interval. 

Regarding Claim 14, McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of 
Valentine disclose a system as stated above in Claim 10. What is not disclosed, 
however, is a history retention period. Official Notice is hereby taken that it is well 
known in the art to limit the length of a log file stored on a computer. This reads 
on the claimed history retention period. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the system of McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of Valentine with the 
history retention period of the well-known prior art in order to prevent the 
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system's storage systems from becoming completely filled with extraneous log 
data. 

Regarding Claim 1 5, McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of 
Valentine disclose a system as stated above in Claim 1 1 . McCoy further 
discloses storing a transmission start time parameter for use in automating 
satellite transmission (Col. 10, Lines 25-30). This reads on the claimed playlist 
transmission lookahead. 

Regarding Claim 16, see Claim 7 above. 

5. Claims 4-5 and 17-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McCoy et al. in view of Gordon et al. and further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,892,535 to Allen et al. 

Regarding Claim 4, McCoy in view of Gordon disclose a system as stated 
above in Claim 1 . Gordon further discloses determining the popularity of an asset 
based on its usage (Col. 5, Lines 45-62) as well as an expiration time (Col. 6, 
Lines 40-43) for determining when an asset is to be deleted (Col. 8, Lines 41-60). 
These settings read on the claimed retention period limits which are also value 
limits as they are defined by a value such as minimum copies allowed, weighting 
factors, how many times an asset has been accessed, etc. What is not disclosed, 
however, are transmission limits and time window limits. Allen discloses a system 
for distributing media programming from a server over a network (See Figure 2) 
wherein scheduling data (See Figure 15) is determined based on customer 
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orders, scheduling requirements and storage locations (Col. 15, Lines 50-61). 
Further disclosed are transmission limits, which are used to monitor storage and 
queue status of transmission buffer memories to slow or stop the rate of 
transmission until data can be sent again (Col. 23, Lines 9-60). Allen further 
discloses transmitting scheduled start and stop times (See Figure 15) of 
commercial advertising breaks (See Figure 18 and Col. 32, Lines 46-48). This 
reads on the claimed time window limits. Allen is evidence that ordinary workers 
in the art would recognize the benefit of providing scheduling parameters to 
defined commercial breaks for ad insertion as well as flow control for data 
transmission in a media distribution system. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the system of McCoy in view of Gordon with the scheduling parameters 
of Allen in order to provide increased flexibility in data transmission and ad 
substitution. 

Regarding Claim 5, McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of Allen 
disclose a system as stated above in Claim 4. What is not disclosed, however, is 
a history retention period. Official Notice is hereby taken that it is well known in 
the art to limit the length of a log file stored on a computer. This reads on the 
claimed history retention period. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
system of McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of Allen with the history 
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retention period of the well-known prior art in order to prevent the system's 
storage systems from becoming completely filled with extraneous log data. 

Regarding Claim 17, McCoy in view of Gordon disclose a method for 
controlling digital asset distribution from a central site to a remote site via a 
media network as stated above in Claim 1. What is not disclosed, however, is 
managing distribution of digital advertisements to the remote sites. Allen 
discloses a system as stated above operable to facilitate ad insertion and 
distribution (Col. 15, Lines 17-48 and Col. 32, Lines 22-45). Allen is evidence that 
ordinary workers in the art would appreciate the ability to deliver advertising with 
media programming over a network. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the system of McCoy in view of Gordon with the advertising of Allen in order to 
increase revenue through geographical targeting. 

Regarding Claim 1 8, see Claim 1 7 above. What is not disclosed, however, 
is a history retention period. Official Notice is hereby taken that it is well known in 
the art to limit the length of a log file stored on a computer. This reads on the 
claimed history retention period. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
system of McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of Allen with the history 
retention period of the well-known prior art in order to prevent the system's 
storage systems from becoming completely filled with extraneous log data. 
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Regarding Claim 20, McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of Allen 
disclose a method as stated above in Claim 17. Allen further discloses a playlist 
with entries as stated above. Gordon discloses a schedule manager for 
evaluating when to delete a file based on popularity of the asset, priority, weight 
and disk space, among other variables as stated above. The list of assets to be 
deleted is then placed in a queue (Col. 6, Lines 40-43). This list reads on the 
claimed purgelist entries. The retention period of the playlist or purgelist is 
variable based on the factors stated above. Since the function of the purgelist 
retention period and the playlist retention period are the same, that is, to remove 
stale data to make room for new data, Gordon full discloses the claimed retention 
periods. 

6. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McCoy 
et al. in view of Gordon et al. and further in view of Allen et al. and still further in view of 
Valentine et al. 

Regarding Claim 19, McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of Allen 
discloses a method as stated above in Claim 17. What is not disclosed, however, 
is an uplink broadcast interval. Valentine discloses a satellite-based network 
optimization system as stated above in Claim 2. that monitors load thresholds 
(Col. 5, Lines 33-48) to determine if a connection should be accepted or rejected. 
Further, these are expressed in percentage values (such as 75% allocation), 
which read on value limits. When a threshold is reached, a retransmission time 
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period is established based on the current satellite resource load (Col. 5, Lines 
49-67). This time period reads on the claimed uplink broadcast interval. Valentine 
is evidence that ordinary workers in the art would appreciate the ability to a utilize 
various limits to control utilization of a satellite. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the system of McCoy in view of Gordon and further in view of Allen with 
the tunable limits of Valentine in order to share resources on a satellite in a fair 
manner to prevent overloading. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later, 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew Y. Koenig whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-7296. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th (7:30 - 6:30). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher Grant can be reached on (571) 272-7294. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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